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Nomenclature of the Hawaiian pees and a 


Abstract.—The generic names Hemignathus Lichtenstein, 1839, and Het- 
erorhynchus Lafresnaye, 1839, often used for the akialoas and the nukupuus, 
respectively, have the same type species (Hemignathus lucidus) so if the akialoas 
are given the status of a separate genus or subgenus, there is no generic-level 
name available for them. From a review of evidence concerning dates of pub- 
lication we conclude that for nomenclatural purposes Hemignathus and Het- 
erorhynchus were published simultaneously and Hemignathus has precedence 
according to the first reviser principle. The correct citation for the Oahu Akialoa 
is shown to be Drepanis ellisiana G. R. Gray (1859) rather than Hemignathus 
lichtensteini Wilson (1889). The name Hemignathus stejnegeri Wilson (1889) 
has priority over H. procerus Cabanis (1890) and is restored for the Kauai 
Akialoa. As no other name is available for akialoas, the new generic name 
Akialoa is proposed here (type species Certhia obscura Gmelin). The new names 


resulting from these nomenclatural changes are listed. 


In the spectacular Hawaiian radiation of 
cardueline finches of the tribe Drepanidini, 
there are few more distinctive birds than 
the akialoas and nukupuus, which consti- 
tute the genus Hemignathus in the sense of 
Amadon (1950) and other authors, before 
and after him. The akialoas comprise five 
named taxa (one fossil) of medium-sized to 
large drepanidines with very long, decurved 
bills, the upper and lower parts of which are 
of nearly equal length (Fig. 1). Similar prob- 
ing bills have evolved in various other 
groups of arboreal birds such as the babblers 
(Xiphirhynchus: Timaliidae), sunbirds (Ar- 
achnothera: Nectariniidae), woodcreepers 
(Campyloramphus: Dendrocolaptidae), and 
the woodhoopoes (Phoeniculidae). In the 
nukupuus (four named taxa, including the 
akiapolaau of Hawaii— Heterorhynchus wil- 
soni Rothschild), the upper jaw is likewise 
prolonged into a long, decurved probe, but 
the lower is much shorter (Fig. 1) and is 
used for pounding, prying, and pecking. The 


bill morphology of nukupuus is unique and 
has no parallel among other birds. 

Unfortunately, upon these birds are 
heaped some of the most convoluted no- 
menclatural problems, at both the generic 
and specific levels, to be found in any group 
of Hawaiian birds. Numerous authors, par- 
ticularly in the earlier literature, maintained 
Hemignathus and Heterorhynchus as dis- 
tinct genera (e.g., Rothschild 1893d, Bryan 
1901). Since the revision of Amadon (1950), 
however, Heterorhynchus has usually been 
treated as a subgenus of Hemignathus (e.g., 
Greenway 1968, American Ornithologists’ 
Union 1983). As we shall see, this is no- 
menclaturally incorrect, as both generic 
names have the same type species. 

Pratt (1979) greatly expanded the genus 
Hemignathus by including in it the ama- 
kihis (Loxops virens, L. parva, and L. sag- 
ittirostris sensu Amadon 1950), which he 
placed in the subgenus Viridonia Rothschild 
1892). At the same time he continued to 
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Fig. 1. Map of the Hawaiian Islands with outlines of head and bill (from Bryan 1901) of a representative 
akialoa (Akialoa obscura = Hemignathus obscurus auct.) and of the nukupuus Hemignathus lucidus and H. 


wilsoni. 


recognize Hemignathus and Heterorhyn- 
chus as separate subgenera. 

Although the portion of Pratt’s disserta- 
tion pertaining to this problem remains un- 
published, his nomenclature was adopted 
first by Berger (1981) and then by the Amer- 
ican Ornithologists’ Union (1983) in their 
Check-list, whereupon Pratt’s treatment be- 
came entrenched among non-taxonomists 


without any consideration having been giv- 
en to its merits. This lumping created a many 
new combinations that had never appeared 
in the entire history of Hawaiian ornithol- 
ogy, including two homonyms of well- 
known species that had to be re-named (Pratt 
1979a, 1979b, 1989; Olson & James 1988). 
Based on myology and osteology (Olson & 
James 1988), we would maintain the ama- 
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kihis, akialoas, and nukupuus as at least 
three genera, with the amakihis being re- 
ferred to the genus Loxops Cabanis. This is 
supported by recent genetic studies, with the 
proviso that the the akialoas have not yet 
been analyzed and that the amakihis may 
need to be further split (R. Fleischer, pers. 
comm.) It is not our intention to deal with 
systematic problems here, but rather to clear 
up some long-festering points concerning the 
nomenclature that should be used for these 
birds by those who would place them in 
separate generic-level taxa. 


The Type Species of Hemignathus 


The genus Hemignathus as first proposed 
by Lichtenstein (1839) included both an ak- 
ialoa and a nukupuu. The specimens avail- 
able to him were all from Oahu, collected 
by Ferdinand Deppe (Olson & James 1994a). 
The akialoa he considered to be the same 
as that of Hawaii (Certhia obscura Gmelin), 
whereas the nukupuu was obviously a new 
species and was given the name Hemigna- 
thus lucidus. 

Stejneger (1887:93, footnote) and Roths- 
child (1893d:87) each tried to argue that 
Lichtenstein’s wording made H. obscurus 
the type of the genus Hemignathus. Ma- 
thews (1930) merely followed Rothschild, 
as apparently did Amadon (1950:168), who 
stated that the type was Certhia obscura by 
“original designation.” The following is what 
Lichtenstein wrote (translation from Roths- 
child 1893d:87) that bears on the matter: 


Latham describes in the genus Certhia a species from 
the Sandwich Islands, which struck him particularly 
in so far that the lower mandible was a quarter of 
an inch shorter than the upper. This species was 
included in the system under the name of Certhia 
obscura; but it is so distinct from all the different 
subgenera into which this group has rightly been 
divided, that one is forced to make a new genus for 
it, for which I propose the name [Hemignathus]. 


All this says is that of the previously rec- 
ognized species assigned to Certhia, Lich- 
tenstein considered C. obscura to differ to 
the extent that it must be put in another 
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genus. He did not say that C. obscura was 
the only species to be included in this genus, 
as indeed he also placed his new species H. 
lucidus in it, and he did not specifically in- 
dicate either species as the type. “Mention 
of a species as an example of a genus or 
subgenus” does not constitute a type des- 
ignation (ICZN 1985:Article 67a). Shortly 
after Lichtenstein’s publication, G. R. Gray 
(1841) clearly designated H. lucidus as the 
type of the genus Hemignathus. Except for 
the authors mentioned above, all other au- 
thorities appear to have accepted this des- 
ignation (e.g., Sharpe 1885, Bryan & Green- 
way 1944, Greenway 1968, American Or- 
nithologists’ Union 1983). 

In the meantime, another generic name 
pertinent to these birds appeared nearly si- 
multaneously with Lichtenstein’s when Laf- 
resnaye (1839) described the Oahu Nuku- 
puu from specimens brought back by the 
voyage of the Venus as Mellithreptus (s.g. 
[subgenus] Heterorhynchus) olivaceus. Al- 
though several subsequent authors were 
confused as to the identity of Lafresnaye’s 
species olivaceus, and even used this name 
for the Akiapolaau (Heterorhynchus wilsoni 
Rothschild) of Hawaii, it was the same tax- 
on as Lichtenstein’s lucidus (Newton 1887, 
Bangs 1930). 

The species question aside, the name Het- 
erorhynchus was seized upon and used by 
most subsequent authors, either as a genus 
or a subgenus, to distinguish the nukupuus 
from the akialoas. Stejneger (1887:93) ap- 
pears to be the first to have articulated this 
sentiment: 


Generally this bird [the Kauai Akialoa] is referred 
to the same genus as Hemignathus lucidus, but with 
doubtful propriety I think. The bills in this group of 
birds have served as the chief character for the es- 
tablishment of genera, and if we recognize more than 
one genus of Drepanine birds, the two species of 
Heterorhynchus with their unique bills should cer- 
tainly stand alone. 


Virtually all authors since have main- 
tained the akialoas and nukupuus as distinct 
genera or subgenera, under the names 
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Hemignathus and Heterorhynchus, respec- 
tively, while ignoring the fact that these ge- 
neric-level taxa have the same type species. 

A half-century ago, Bryan & Greenway 
(1944:128), who merged the two groups, 
succinctly summarized the nomenclatural 
consequences for those who would separate 
them: 


In our opinion, the group with long lower mandibles 
and those with short lower mandibles may well be 
considered as congeneric. If it is desired to separate 
them generically then the former will require a new 
generic name and the latter (heretofore known as 
Heterorhynchus[)] will have to be called Hemigna- 
thus, since the two groups, as named heretofore, have 
the same type as designated by Gray and Lafresnaye. 
Rothschild’s arguments [1893d:79] have no force 
under the rules of zoological nomenclature (Art. 30, 
IT, g). 


The message apparently never sank in. In 
the influential Check-list of Birds of the 
World, Greenway (1968), who must have 
forgotten what he had written previously, 
maintained Hemignathus and Heterorhyn- 
chus as separate subgenera within the genus 
Hemignathus, and then dutifully listed H. 
lucidus as the type for each! The equally 
influential Check-list of North American 
Birds (American Ornithologists Union 
1983) is a later reference that acknowledges 
that these two generic-level taxa have the 
same type species. 

So the fact remains that if one wishes to 
separate the akialoas nomenclaturally, a new 
generic-level name will be required. After 
an exhaustive search of the literature of Ha- 
waiian birds, we found that there is no pre- 
viously existing supraspecific name avail- 
able that would be desirable to use. One 
very obscure name that still seems to be in 
limbo needs to be disposed of, however. 
This is the genus Falcator Temminck, 1821: 
108, proposed in a footnote to an article 
otherwise totally unconnected to Hawaii: 
‘Ce nouveau genre se compose des Certhia 
pacifica, obscura, coccinea, et falcata de 
Linn. Gmel.” 

G. R. Gray (1869), Giebel (1875), and 
Dubois (1901) all listed Falcator as a syn- 
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onym of Drepanis Temminck, 1820 (type 
Certhia pacifica Gmelin by designation of 
Gray, 1840), doubtless because it com- 
prised the very same species that were in- 
cluded in that genus as proposed by Tem- 
minck himself (1820) the preceding year. 
The diligent Richmond (1908) uncovered 
the name Falcator, but merely listed the 
species included by Temminck without 
mentioning a type designation. Dubois 
(1901), by assigning all the other species 
originally included in Falcator to other gen- 
era, would have made Certhia pacifica the 
type of the genus by elimination, but this 
does not constitute type fixation (ICZN 
1985: Article 69b). If Falcator were restrict- 
ed to the Hawaii Akialoa, which is one of 
the included species, this could have very 
undesirable consequences if the akialoas 
were combined with practically any other 
taxon because the virtually unknown name 
Falcator would have priority over all genera 
of Drepanidini except Drepanis Temminck, 
1820, and Psittirostra Temminck, 1820. To 
eliminate any potential problems that the 
name might thus cause, we formally des- 
ignate Certhia pacifica Gmelin as the type 
species of Falcator Temminck, 1821, so that 
Falcator then becomes a pure objective syn- 
onym of Drepanis Temminck, 1820. 


Dates of Publication of 
Hemignathus and Heterorhynchus 


The competing generic and specific names 
Hemignathus lucidus Lichtenstein versus 
Heterorhynchus olivaceus Lafresnaye are 
each now usually cited with the date of 1839 
(e.g. Greenway 1968). In attempting to re- 
solve the nomenclature of this group it thus 
becomes important to try to determine why 
Lichtenstein’s names have traditionally been 
given precedence and whether they actually 
have priority over those of Lafresnaye. 

Lichtenstein’s paper is in the Abhandlun- 
gen of the Berlin Academy of Science for 
1838, a serial that was traditionally pub- 
lished later than the year indicated. The an- 
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nouncement at the beginning of Lichten- 
stein’s paper, which is mainly about Cali- 
fornia birds, states that it was read before 
the Academy on 27 June 1837. Hanna 
(1931) has pointed out that there was no 
meeting on that date and that the reading 
must have taken place on 25 May 1837. But 
Lichtenstein cannot have communicated 
anything about Hawaiian birds at that time 
because the collector Deppe, from whom he 
obtained them, did not return to his home- 
land until 1838, as stated elsewhere in the 
Lichtenstein paper (p. 448). Some early au- 
thors, however, have cited Lichtenstein’s 
names as dating from 1838 or even 1837, 
both of which are shown here to be erro- 
neous. 

The introductory material at the front of 
the Abhandlungen for 1838 has a title page 
that is dated 1839 and contains an annual 
report that carries through to the end of 
1838. The volume was issued in three sep- 
arate sections: Physikalische (in which Lich- 
tenstein’s paper appeared); Mathematische, 
and Philologische und Historische Abhan- 
dlungen. Each of these parts has a separate 
title page, each of which is dated 1840. Thus 
the ostensible date of publication of Lich- 
tenstein’s paper is 1840, which Hanna (1931) 
thought to be correct. We have found no 
unequivocal evidence, such as library 
stamps, correspondence, or other archival 
sources that mention the receipt or appear- 
ance of this publication. We examined cop- 
ies in the Vetenskaps Akademiens Bibliotek 
in Stockholm, the Linnean Society of Lon- 
don, the Smithsonian Institution, and the 
British Museum (Natural History) but none 
is Stamped with a contemporary date of re- 
ceipt. There is a pencilled annotation in the 
British Museum copy, however, to the effect 
that the paper by Lichtenstein (and three 
others mentioned) was published in 1839 
and that the proper citation should be “1838 
(1840) [1839], meaning, we presume, that 
the volume is for 1838, with the ostensible 
date of 1840, but the actual publication date 
of 1839. 
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Enquiries made on our behalf at the Ber- 
lin Botanical Museum brought the response 
from the librarian there ‘Artikel ersch. 
1840!” but with no further documentation 
(received in litt. from Harald Pieper, Kiel), 
so that this may have been based on the title 
page from the Physikalische Abhandlungen. 
What seems to be the most definitive source 
we have uncovered is an extensive review 
of the publication and contents of the Ab- 
handlungen der Berliner Academie in the 
Isis von Oken (1844, Heft XI: columns 842-— 
854) in which the years of appearance of the 


volumes is as follows: 1832=1834, 
1833=1835, 1834=1836, 1835=1837, 
1837=1839, 1838=1839, 1839=1841, 


1840=1842, 1841=1843. Thus the volumes 
consistently ran two years behind except 
1838, which supposedly appeared in 1839, 
with no volume being published in 1840. 
One wonders whether even this seemingly 
definitive indication of an 1839 publication 
date for the 1838 volume may be due to a 
misprint, as it seems unusual to have two 
volumes of this normally tardy serial ap- 
pearing in the same year. One would assume 
that if the 1838 volume were indeed issued 
in 1839, it would have been late in the year. 

We provisionally accept the 1839 date 
from the evidence of the review in Isis von 
Oken and the annotation in the British Mu- 
seum copy, each of which could be equiv- 
ocated. There is certainly no available ev- 
idence by which a more specific date can be 
refined, so that according to the rules of 
nomenclature (ICZN 1985: Article 21c) the 
date of Lichtenstein’s paper must be fixed 
as the last day of the year—31 December 
1839. Otherwise we must resort to the os- 
tensible year of publication of 1840, like- 
wise with the date of 31 December. 

The Magasin de Zoologie, in which Laf- 
resnaye’s name /eterorhynchus olivaceus 
appeared, was issued in two series (‘‘sec- 
tions”) of livraisons—the first for verte- 
brates and the second for invertebrates. The 
original wrappers for the first section that 
are bound with the volumes in the Smith- 
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sonian Institution Libraries have “ Livrai- 
son.— Année 18 ”’ set in type, with the num- 
ber of the livraison and the year being writ- 
ten in ink by hand. The numbers of the 
plates in each livraison were also indicated 
by hand beside the appropriate printed cat- 
egories of mammals, birds, reptiles, and 
fishes. According to the wrappers, the text 
and plate (10) for Heterorhynchus olivaceus 
appeared in the sixth and final livraison for 
1839, along with plates 7—9 of birds (all of 
Lafresnaye), and 11-19 of mammals. Laf- 
resnaye’s plates and the recto pages of text 
bear the date 1839. Each of Lafresnaye’s 
contributions in the sixth livraison bears the 
date October 1839 on the verso, after his 
signature, but this is obviously the date the 
manuscripts were completed, because the 
seventh livraison, with the wrapper dated 
1840, contains one plate (11) and text by 
Lafresnaye which still has October 1839 on 
the verso, but 1840 on the recto and the 
plate. 

The only contemporary source that we 
have found that might bear on the date of 
issue of one of the livraisons for 1839 is a 
notice in the Edinburgh Journal of Natural 
History for February 1840, which states: 
“The 7th Number, for the year 1839, of this 
elegant work has just appeared, and is oc- 
cupied with a description” by Geoffroy 
Saint-Hilaire of three new genera of birds 
from Madagascar. This is puzzling, because 
according to the wrappers in the copy we 
examined, that article was in the fifth liv- 
raison, not the seventh, the latter having the 
date 1840. An additional consideration is 
that the livraisons may not have been issued 
in sequence. In a card file concerning dates 
of publication that was assembled by C. W. 
Richmond in the Division of Birds, Smith- 
sonian Institution, there is an otherwise un- 
documented note saying ““Mag. de Zool. 
Livr. 1-15 1840— Livr. 17-18 1841.” Thus 
we have two extremely equivocal sources 
that suggest that the date of publication of 
Heterorhynchus may in fact be 1840. 

Nevertheless, all references that we have 
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seen give the date of publication of Heter- 
orhynchus olivaceus as 1839. The original 
description of Ampelis (=Xipholena) la- 
mellipennis Lafresnaye, which immediately 
preceded that of H. olivaceus and was issued 
in the same livraison, is also always cited 
with the date 1839 (e.g., Sclater 1883; Hell- 
mayr 1929). Therefore, in the absence of 
concrete evidence to the contrary, we con- 
sider that the year of publication of Heter- 
orhynchus olivaceus must be taken as 1839, 
but in the absence of further evidence, its 
date of publication must also be fixed as 31 
December of that year. Thus, for purposes 
of nomenclature, the names Hemignathus 
and Heterorhynchus are here regarded as 
having been proposed simultaneously so that 
their relative precedence must be deter- 
mined according to the first reviser principle 
(ICZN 1985: Article 24). 

Hemignathus has traditionally been given 
precedence over Heterorhynchus through- 
out the literature of Hawaiian birds. This 
doubtless arose largely through various au- 
thors incorrectly taking the date of publi- 
cation of Hemignathus as being 1838 (e.g., 
Sharpe 1885). Gray (1841) appears to be the 
first author to have formally synonymized 
Heterorhynchus with Hemignathus, but he 
cannot be considered to be the first reviser 
because he gave the latter the publication 
date of 1838 and therefore did not regard 
the names as having been published simul- 
taneously. 

There are other historical reasons why 
Hemignathus was given precedence over 
Heterorhynchus. When Lafresnaye pub- 
lished his description of Heterorhynchus 
olivaceus, it apparently created bad blood 
between him and the naturalists of the voy- 
age of the Venus, who had collected the spe- 
cies and had deposited specimens at the Paris 
museum in August 1839 (Neboux 1840). 
Lafresnaye (1840) protested that he had 
purchased his specimen from a dealer named 
Dupont (who we imagine had probably re- 
ceived material originating in the voyage of 
the Venus as well) and had been ignorant of 
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the fact that the museum had received the 
same species. He still maintained that the 
date of publication was October 1839, but 
went on to say that the ornithologist Nat- 
terer, when visiting Lafresnaye the previous 
month (October 1840), had informed him 
that the bird had already been described in 
Germany or Russia under a different generic 
name, which must be an allusion to the 
Lichtenstein publication. What Natterer’s 
reasons were for thinking that Lichten- 
stein’s publication had priority are no lon- 
ger clear, there being now no copy of that 
volume of the Abhandlungen in the library 
in Vienna where Natterer worked (Ernst 
Bauernfeind, Naturhistorisches Museum 
Wien, in litt. 28 Dec 1994). It should be 
recalled that Lafresnaye was used to having 
his names pre-empted because, as Bangs 
(1930:152) has remarked: 


Lafresnaye lived in the country, in those days a real 
journey away from Paris, and, therefore, was often 
just a little later than some one else in securing some 
new bird. Also, I fancy, published descriptions were 
slow in reaching him. Several times I have read a 
complaint to that effect written by him on a label. 


This may explain why Lafresnaye himself 
may have been willing to relinquish further 
claim to the priority of his name. 

Some years later, in the official report on 
the zoology of the voyage of the Venus, the 
old rivalry with Lafresnaye resurfaced when 
Prévost and des Murs (1849) obviously set 
out to administer the ‘coup de grace’ to Het- 
erorhynchus. They titled a separate section 
of their account of the birds of the voyage 
“Notice sur le Genre Hemignathe (Hem- 
ignathus, Lichtenstein), (1837). Heteror- 
hynchus (La Fresnaye) 1839.” Here (p. 183) 
they advance the 1837 date that part of 
Lichtenstein’s publication was read before 
the Academy, but then take Lafresnaye to 
task for having “forgotten” that Hemigna- 
thus had already been published in 1838 
(pp. 185-186). And yet a bit further on they 
repeatedly give the publication date as 1839 
(pp. 191-192), including in their account of 
the ““Hémignathe brillant,” where they list 
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Lafresnaye’s citation after Lichtenstein’s. 
This order of precedence has been followed 
ever since. Although it is not at all certain 
in which year Prevost and Des Murs (1849) 
actually believed Hemignathus to have been 
published, they are the first authors to as- 
sociate it with the year 1839 and simulta- 
neously to give it precedence over Heter- 
orhynchus, so perhaps they can be consid- 
ered first revisers. 

Should our activity in this connection 
make us the first revisers, we follow tradi- 
tion and accord precedence to Hemigna- 
thus. This has the unfortunate consequence 
of having this name, long associated with 
the akialoas when those birds were sepa- 
rated generically, attach to the nukupuus. 
But it has the advantage of conserving the 
well-known name /ucidus Lichtenstein over 
the long unused name olivaceus Lafresnaye. 
Furthermore, the scanty and inconclusive 
evidence as yet available suggests that if fur- 
ther information regarding dates of publi- 
cation should surface, Hemignathus is the 
name more likely to have actual priority. 


The Name for the Akialoa of Oahu 


G. R. Gray (1859:9), who long believed 
the Hawaii Akialoa to be the female of the 
liwi, Drepanis (Vestiaria) coccinea, named 
a new species of drepanidine as Drepanis 
(Hemignathus) ellisiana based on four ref- 
erences, including Lichtenstein (1839), who 
had included a specimen from Oahu under 
the name of the Hawaiian bird, H. obscurus 
(Gmelin). As was later established, Gray’s 
species was clearly a composite, as the other 
three references pertained to the bird from 
Hawaii (=H. obscurus). Nevertheless, Gray’s 
intention should have been clear, as he gave 
the “habitat” of his new species as Oahu, 
and Lichtenstein’s reference was the only 
one unequivocally linked to that island. 

Wilson (1889), in his review of Hemi- 
gnathus, described the Oahu species as H. 
lichtensteini, based on the same specimen 
in Berlin that was figured by Lichtenstein 
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(1839), but without reference to Gray’s H. 
ellisiana. The following interchange be- 
tween the two rival camps engaged in de- 
scribing new Hawaiian birds at the end of 
the 19th century provided as much sound 
as light on the matter, but summarizes the 
opinions that have been expressed. 


G. R. Gray, who in more than one case erroneously 
considered the green birds to be the females of the 
red, referred H. obscurus partly to the female of Ves- 
tiaria coccinea, partly to his Drepanis ellisiana, which, 
therefore, must rank as a synonym. Wilson & Evans 
(1892:68). 


Mr. Wilson places Gray’s Drepanis ellisiana as a 
synonym under Hemignathus obscurus (Gmel.), and 
gives as his reason that Gray partly referred H. ob- 
scura to the female of Vestiaria coccinea and partly 
to his Drepanis ellisiana. ... This is entirely erro- 
neous, and proves that Mr. Wilson misquoted Gray, 
for the latter states [1859:9] that Certhia obscura, 
Gm., is the female of Vestiaria coccinea, while Cer- 
thia (Hemignathus) obscura Licht. nec Gm., is his 
Drepanis ellisiana; therefore I regret to have to re- 
duce Mr. Wilson’s name, Hemignathus lichtensteini, 
to synonymic rank and to reinstate Gray’s ellisiana. 
Rothschild 1893d:88. 


Mr. Rothschild [ibid.] has referred this species to the 
“Drepanis (Hemignathus) ellisiana” of Gray [1859: 
9], which I have already correctly quoted as a syn- 
onym of H. obscurus. It is pretty clear that Mr. Gray 
never saw a specimen of either, and it is absolutely 
certain that three out of the four authorities cited by 
him refer to H. obscurus. Vieillot, the first of them, 
as I have already shown, figured [Audebert & Vieillot 
1802: pl. 53] the very specimen, now at Liverpool, 
which was formerly in the Leverian Museum, and 
actually the type of Latham’s description, on which 
was founded the Certhia obscura of Gmelin, and 
hence the H. obscurus of modern ornithologists. Sim- 
ilarly the bird figured in Ellis’s unpublished drawings 
(no. 28), which from the name used by Gray is doubt- 
less to be regarded as the type ofhis supposed species, 
is most unquestionably H. obscurus, as anyone who 
examines the drawing in the British Museum may 
satisfy himself. The last of the authorities cited by 
Mr. Gray is Cassin, and he quotes Peale as saying 
that the species he speaks of was obtained in “Hawaii 
only,” and that according to his observations it did 
“not inhabit Oahu; it was accordingly also H. ob- 
scurus; and the mere fact of Mr. Gray’s mistakenly 
referring Lichtenstein’s figure, and assigning Lich- 
tenstein’s locality, to the so-called ” Drepanis (Hem- 
ignathus) ellisiana“ cannot remove the incontestable 
objection that his other references show it to be but 
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a synonym of H. obscurus. Wilson & Evans (1894: 
65-66). 


Both ellisiana and lichtensteini have con- 
tinued to be used for the Oahu Akialoa, with 
the former generally being favored, but 
without any clear resolution of the matter. 
Because Gray’s name ellisiana is a com- 
posite, its disposition must be determined 
by designation of a lectotype, which none 
of the authors quoted above really do. The 
fact has been overlooked that Gray himself 
appears to have resolved the matter long 
before, as in his Hand-list (Gray 1869:114) 
under Drepanis ellisiana he gave only the 
Lichtenstein reference, with “obscura, V.O. 
D. t. 53?” as a dubious synonym, the latter 
being a reference to Audebert & Vieillot 
(1802), which, as seen above, was shown by 
Wilson & Evans to refer to the Hawaii Ak- 
ialoa. Incidentally, this reference (Gray 
1869) shows that Bryan (1901:306, foot- 
note) erred in considering Gray’s original 
query (1859) by the Vieillot work to refer 
to the plate number rather than the identity 
of the species, which was Bryan’s reason for 
favoring lichtensteini. Thus, we consider that 
Gray’s (1869:114) subsequent action re- 
stricted his species ellisiana to Lichten- 
stein’s (1839) description of a bird from 
Oahu, which his original designation of 
Oahu as the type locality also supports. In 
the event that others might consider that 
this still does not constitute proper selection 
of a lectotype, we specifically designate that 
of the four references originally given by 
Gray (1859), the lectotype is the bird from 
Oahu figured and described by Lichtenstein 
(1839). Therefore we use Gray’s name el- 
lisiana, with H. lichtensteini Wilson as a 
synonym, for the Oahu Akialoa. 


The Name for the Akialoa of Kauai 


The Kauai Akialoa has been widely but 
unjustly known under the name Hemigna- 
thus procerus Cabanis. The first specimens 
to be studied scientifically were collected by 
Valdemar Knudsen and sent to the Smith- 
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sonian Institution. They were described by 
Stejneger (1887), who, in the absence of 
comparative material, referred them to 
Hemignathus obscurus. On the basis of 
specimens he collected himself, Wilson 
(1889) differentiated the bird from Kauai 
and honored Stejneger’s contribution by 
naming it Hemignathus stejnegeri in a pub- 
lication issued 1 November 1889. In a post- 
script (p. 402), Wilson added: “Prof. Mob- 
ius [Director of the Royal Zoological Col- 
lection at Berlin] has also had the goodness 
to transmit two specimens of ‘Hemignathus 
procerus, Cab[anis]. n. spec.’ I am not aware 
of any published description of this species; 
but the specimens sent seem to be immature 
males of that which I have above called H. 
Stejnegeri.” 

At the Berlin Museum, Jean Cabanis was 
not idle and proceeded to name the same 
taxon himself, based on the forementioned 
specimens from Kauai purchased from a 
dealer, J. Wentscher, on 2 June 1887, that 
were doubtless also collected by Valdemar 
Knudsen (Olson & James 1994a). Cabanis’s 
description of Hemignathus procerus was 
published in the October 1889 issue of Jour- 
nal fur Ornithologie, a periodical that Ca- 
banis initiated and edited for forty years. 
During that time the Journal was notorious 
for appearing considerably later than the 
stated date of publication, which gave rise 
to numerous complaints in a day when new 
taxa were being described at a rapid pace 
and the law of priority was respected. By 
1876 (Anon. Nature 14:309) Cabanis was a 
“well-known sinner” at the “evil practice” 
of antedating his Journal, and he must have 
put this practice in effect at least as early as 
1856 (Peters 1932). It continued for the rest 
of his tenure, despite continual protesta- 
tions from his colleagues. In the present in- 
stance, the original wrappers (copy in 
Smithsonian Institution Libraries) show that 
the issue in which the name Hemignathus 
procerus was proposed could not have ap- 
peared before January 1890. In a review in 
which the problem of antedating the Journal 
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für Ornithologie is addressed at length 
(Anon. 1891, Ibis, ser. 6, 3:616), it was 
shown that the number in question was not 
received by the Zoological Society of Lon- 
don until 11 July 1890, long after Wilson’s 
name had been published. In this connec- 
tion, it is worth recording that Stejneger 
(1890), in a report that was issued 8 March 
1890, referred two new specimens of Kauai 
Akialoa to Wilson’s species H. stejnegeri, 
with no mention of H. procerus, so that Wil- 
son’s paper was obviously already at hand, 
whereas Cabanis’s was not. Likewise, Wil- 
son (1890:191) in the Ibis for April 1890 
(received at the Smithsonian on 21 April) 
again states that he had not seen a descrip- 
tion of H. procerus, which he regarded as 
“identical with H. stejnegeri.” 

Doubtless realizing at the time that his 
name stood to be forestalled, Cabanis (1890: 
331) added a footnote to his description to 
the effect that the name H. procerus had first 
been published in the newspaper Vossische 
Zeitung for 14 September 1889. We can only 
speculate that he may have been comforted 
by the likelihood that few taxonomists would 
be able to check this obscure reference, for, 
as we shall see, the contents thereof would 
not have been regarded as enhancing either 
Cabanis’s reputation or the validity of his 
name. 

It is certain that Wilson had not seen the 
Vossische Zeitung when he wrote that “the 
species is said to have been described” 
therein (Wilson & Evans 1892:61, foot- 
note—emphasis added). Furthermore, the 
carefully chosen wording employed in Wil- 
son & Evans (1892:61) in relating the events 
surrounding the description of this bird 
make it clear that Cabanis had exercised 
himself considerably to attach his own name 
to the Kauai Akialoa: 


As the result of inquiry regarding the various species 
of the genus in the Berlin Museum, information was 
received through Professor Möbius that Professor 
Cabanis had come to a similar conclusion [that the 
Kauai birds were distinct from H. obscurus] on in- 
spection of the specimens there, and had forestalled 
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my proposed title by a few weeks; so that I must at 
once acknowledge his activity in securing priority 
for his name H. procerus. 


This concession of priority to H. procerus 
can only have been on the strength of Ca- 
banis’s citation of the Vossische Zeitung ar- 
ticle, because it must have been well known 
at the time that the description in Journal 
fur Ornithologie was published after Wil- 
son’s name had appeared. Yet if any sub- 
sequent researcher availed himself of the 
newspaper article, he kept his knowledge to 
himself. We were able to obtain a photocopy 
of the page containing the first use of the 
name Hemignathus procerus, which ap- 
peared in No. 429 of Vossische Zeitung, 
dated 14 September 1889, in a notice en- 
titled “Allgemeine deutsche ornitholo- 
gische Gesellschaft,” being the minutes of 
the meeting of that society held 9 September 
1889. The pages are unnumbered, but the 
notice occupies about two-thirds of the 
middle column of the page on which it oc- 
curs and is initialled “P. M.’’, for Paul Mat- 
schie, who was secretary of the D.O.G. from 
1894 to 1907 (Prestwich 1958). The text of 
the portions of this notice in the original 
German and in English translation that per- 
tain to Cabanis’s discussion of Hawaiian 
birds follows in it’s entirety. 


Herr Prof. Dr. J. Cabanis beschrieb eine neue Abart 
eines merkwiirdigen Vogels von den Sandwich in- 
seln. 1837 hatte der bekannte Botaniker Doppe [sic], 
der lange in Mexiko gesammelthatte, einige merk- 
wurdige kleine, sehr krummschnéblige Vögel mit- 
gebracht, deren feuerrothe Federn den Eingeborenen 
zur Anfertigung von Mänteln dienen. Die Thierchen 
haken von unten mit den fast halbkreisformigen 
Schnabel in den Kelch der Bliithen, um so zu den 
Dem Blithensaft nachgehenden Insekten zu gelan- 
gen. Die Sandwichinseln scheinen, ahnlich wie Neu- 
Zeeland, Madagaskar und Australian, einen eigenen 
Schopfungsheerd zu bilden und weisen ganz wud- 
ersame Vogelformen auf. Herr Cabanis nannte die 
vorliegende Art Hemignathus procerus. 


Herr Prof. Dr. J. Cabanis described a new variety of 
a remarkable bird from the Sandwich Islands. The 
well-known botanist Doppe [sic = Deppe], who was 
collecting for a long time in Mexico, brought along, 
in 1837, a few remarkable small birds with a strongly 
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curved beak, which provide the aboriginals with 
bright red feathers that are used for making cloaks. 
The creatures peck the calyx of blossoms from below 
with their almost semicircular beak to reach the nec- 
tar-seeking insects. The Sandwich Islands, like New 
Zealand, Madagascar and Australia, appear to con- 
stitute a separate center of creation and show won- 
derful forms of birds. Herr Cabanis called the species 
in question Hemignathus procerus. 


Cabanis’s claim to priority for H. procerus 
based on the above notice thus falls to the 
ground. Probably through Matschie, Ca- 
banis’s message had become at best garbled, 
with some of his introductory remarks about 
drepanidines being combined with the men- 
tion of his new name. The only bird de- 
scribed here possessed a “strongly curved 
beak” and bright red feathers, which can 
only apply to the Iiwi, Vestiaria coccinea 
(Forster). Furthermore, the mention of 
Deppe is irrelevant to the description of a 
bird from Kauai, because Deppe collected 
only on Oahu (Olson & James 1994a). By 
strict application of the rules of nomencla- 
ture, Hemignathus procerus Cabanis (in 
Matschie 1889) could be considered a junior 
synonym of Certhia coccinea Forster, 1781. 
Nevertheless, because this was clearly not 
Cabanis’s intent, a more charitable assess- 
ment would be to regard the first use of 
Hemignathus procerus as a nomen nudum. 
It is also a nomen nudum as published by 
Schalow on or after 7 November 1889, in 
another account of the meeting of the Ge- 
sellschaft (Schalow 1889). As we have seen, 
it was also published twice as a synonym 
by Wilson (1889, 1890), and only months 
later was the name H. procerus ever asso- 
ciated with a legitimate description. Wil- 
son’s name Hemignathus stejnegeri clearly 
has priority over H. procerus Cabanis and 
we have reverted to it. 


The Resulting Nomenclature of 
Akialoas and Nukupuus 


The nukupuus consist of two very distinct 
species (Olson & James, 1994b), the Nu- 
kupuu proper (Hemignathus lucidus), and 
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the Akiapolaau (Hemignathus wilsoni). 
There are three named taxa of the former 
that are now considered to be subspecies of 
a single species, a treatment for which we 
can as yet offer no contrary evidence, as the 
only stated differences are minor plumage 
variations in adult males, and there is some 
doubt that a specimen of adult male even 
exists for the Oahu bird (there may be size 
differences between the forms, however— 
Thane Pratt, in litt.). Pending more detailed 
revisionary work we continue to rank these 
taxa as subspecies. 


Hemignathus Lichtenstein 


Hemignathus Lichtenstein, 1839 (31 De- 
cember). Type, by subsequent designa- 
tion (Gray 1841), Hemignathus lucidus 
Lichtenstein. The name has precedence 
over Heterorhynchus Lafresnaye accord- 
ing to the first reviser principle. 

Heterorhynchus Lafresnaye, 1839 (31 De- 
cember). Type, by monotypy, Heteror- 
hynchus olivaceus Lafresnaye 1839 = 
Hemignathus lucidus Lichtenstein. 


Hemignathus lucidus lucidus Lichtenstein 
Oahu Nukupuu 


Hemignathus lucidus Lichtenstein, 1839 (31 
December) :451. The name has prece- 
dence over Heterorhynchus olivaceus Laf- 
resnaye according to the first reviser prin- 
ciple. 

Heterorhynchus olivaceus Lafresnaye, 1839 
(31 December):text accompanying plate 
10. 


Distribution and status. — Island of Oahu, 
extinct, evidently fairly abundant in 1837 
but not collected thereafter. 

Hemignathus lucidus hanapepe Wilson 

Kauai Nukupuu 
Hemignathus hanapepe Wilson, 1889:401. 


Distribution and status. —Kauai, where 
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now presumed extinct, there having been 
no sightings since the 1970's. 


Hemignathus lucidus affinis Rothschild 
Maui Nukupuu 
Hemignathus affinis Rothschild 1893a:112. 


Distribution and status. — Known histor- 
ically only from the upland forests of Maui, 
where it may still exist in extremely low 
numbers. 


Hemignathus lucidus subspp. indet. 


A historic specimen of this species, of in- 
determinate race, was collected on the is- 
land of Hawaii by the U.S. Exploring Ex- 
pedition in 1840 or 1841 (Olson & James 
1994b), but the species was never again taken 
on that island. A fossil aimost certainly of 
this species was also recovered from sand 
dune deposits on Molokai (Olson & James 
1994b). 


Hemignathus wilsoni (Rothschild) 
Akiapolaau 


Hemignathus olivaceus. —Wilson, 1889 (nec 
Heterorhynchus olivaceus Lafresnaye— 
Wilson was the first to recognize this spe- 
cies but erred in thinking that Lafres- 
naye’s name applied to it). 

Heterorhynchus wilsoni Rothschild, 1893d: 
95 (key), 97. 

Hemignathus munroi Pratt, 1979b:1581 
(new name for Heterorhynchus wilsoni 
Rothschild, 1893d, preoccupied by Him- 
atione wilsoni Rothschild, 1893c, if these 
taxa are regarded as congeneric). 


Distribution and status.—Known only 
from the island of Hawaii, where it is con- 
sidered endangered but is locally distributed 
in fair numbers. 

As we have detailed above, a new generic 
name is needed for the akialoas. Because 
there has already been so much nomencla- 
tural confusion generated with regard to 
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these birds, we propose to use the Hawaiian 
name, akialoa, which is the only name now 
in use for these birds that conveys an un- 
equivocal meaning, as a formal generic 
name. The four historically known taxa of 
akialoas were treated as full species in the 
early literature, but have also been listed as 
subspecies of a single species (e.g., Bryan & 
Greenway 1944). Amadon (1950) divided 
them into two species, keeping the Kauai 
birds separate because of their large size and 
treating the birds of Oahu and Lanai (known 
from a total of 5 specimens) as subspecies 
of obscurus of Hawaii. We find that the birds 
of Oahu and Lanai are closer in size to those 
of Kauai, whereas obscurus of Hawaii is dis- 
tinctly smaller than any of the others. The 
amount of variation between the four pop- 
ulations seems too great to be encompassed 
by a single species, but it is not yet clear 
how many species should be admitted, nor 
what the contents of each should be. Fur- 
thermore, we now know that the historically 
known akialoas were sympatric with anoth- 
er fossil species at least on Kauai and Oahu 
(James & Olson, 1991), two fossil species 
of akialoa appear to have been sympatric 
on Maui (James & Olson, unpublished 
data.), and yet another unnamed large spe- 
cies was sympatric with obscurus on Hawaii 
(unpublished data). Until these systematic 
questions can be resolved, for nomencla- 
tural purposes, we provisionally treat each 
taxon of akialoa as though specifically dis- 
tinct. 


Akialoa, new genus 


Type species. — Certhia obscura Gmelin, 
1789. 

Etymology. —The Hawaiian name for 
these birds. Hawaiian words do not have 
gender but as the present name ends in “‘a”’ 
we arbitrarily treat it as feminine. Of the 
trivial epithets now in use, this effects the 
spelling only of the type species, whose orig- 
inal name, Certhia obscura, is feminine in 
any case. 
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Included species. —The following are the 
new combinations resulting from the intro- 
duction of the new generic name, with their 
principal synonyms: 


Akialoa obscura (Gmelin), 
new combination 


Hawaii Akialoa 
Certhia obscura Gmelin, 1789:470. 


Distribution and status. —First collected 
on the third voyage of Captain James Cook 
in 1779 near Kealakekua Bay, island of Ha- 
wail (Medway 1981). It was collected rather 
frequently on that island in the 19th century 
but became extinct about 1900 (Scott et al. 
1986). 


Akialoa lanaiensis (Rothschild), 
new combination 


Maui Nui Akialoa 


Hemignathus lanaiensis Rothschild, 1893b: 
24. 


Distribution and status.—Known from 
three skin specimens taken in 1892 on the 
island of Lanai; never taken again. Extinct. 
Fossils of akialoas, most likely of this taxon, 
have been collected on Molokai and Maui 
(Olson & James 1982, James & Olson 1991 
and unpublished data). 


Akialoa ellisiana (Gray), new combination 
Oahu Akialoa 


Drepanis (Hemignathus) ellisiana Gray, 
1859:9. 

Hemignathus lichtensteini Wilson, 1889: 
401. 


Distribution and status. — This taxon was 
long believed to be known only from the 
holotype in the Berlin Museum collected in 
the Nuuanu Valley, Oahu, in January 1837 
by Ferdinand Deppe (Olson & James 1994a). 
We have identified a second specimen in 
the collections of the Philadelphia Academy 
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taken at the same time and place by J. K. 
Townsend. The species was not encoun- 
tered on Oahu after 1837 and is now extinct. 


Akialoa stejnegeri (Wilson), 
new combination 


Kauai Akialoa 


Hemignathus stejnegeri Wilson, 1889:400. 
Hemignathus procerus Cabanis, 1890:331. 


Distribution and status. —Known from 
many specimens taken on Kauai in the 19th 
century. The last specimen was obtained in 
July 1960 (Richardson & Bowles 1964), the 
last observation was in 1965, and the spe- 
cies is now considered to be extinct (Scott 
et al. 1986). 


Akialoa upupirostris (James & Olson), 
new combination 


Hoopoe-billed Akialoa 


Hemignathus upupirostris James & Olson, 
1991:60. 


Distribution and status. — Not known his- 
torically. The species was described from 
Holocene fossils from Makawehi dunes, 
Kauai, and from Barbers Point, Oahu. 
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